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MVEMORANDUM OPI NI ON

GOEKE, Judge: This matter is before us on petitioner’s
noti on under Rule 162' to vacate our order and deci sion entered

on Novenber 14, 2007, in which we decided that there was a

1 Unless otherwise indicated, all Rule references are to the
Tax Court Rules of Practice and Procedure, and all section
references are to the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as anended.
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deficiency in petitioner’s Federal inconme tax due of $1,101 for
tax year 2004. The only issue remaining is whether petitioner
has shown that there are appropriate circunstances for vacating
or revising our decision. W hold that he has not, and therefore
we shall deny petitioner’s notion.

Backgr ound

At all tinmes in this case, petitioner resided in Houston,
Texas.

During a hearing on Cctober 24, 2007, the parties stipul ated
that the determnations in a notice of deficiency that respondent
issued to petitioner on Septenber 11, 2006, were correct.
According to the notice of deficiency, petitioner failed to
report and pay taxes on $43 of taxable wages and $8, 580 of
unenpl oynment conpensation on his 2004 Federal incone tax return,
resulting in a deficiency of $1,101 in petitioner’s Federal
i ncone tax for 2004. At the hearing, petitioner conceded al
| egal and factual issues in the case. The parties noved for
entry of a decision, and an order and deci sion sustaining
respondent’s determ nation of petitioner’s deficiency was
ent er ed.

On Novenber 28, 2007, petitioner filed a notion to vacate
our order and decision pursuant to Rule 162. Petitioner
apparently seeks to withdraw his concessions but offers no

speci fi c gui dance on whi ch concessions he seeks to withdraw or a
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cogni zabl e reason for doing so. Petitioner’s argunents in
support of his notion are that he objects to how his tax dollars
are being used, and he feels that respondent is seeking the
anmount of his deficiency for an inproper purpose. Petitioner

of fered no evidence that respondent has acted inproperly in this
case.

Di scussi on

This Court applies a stringent standard when consi dering
whet her to vacate a judgnent entered into by consent of the
parties. W have upheld such agreenents unless the noving party
shows | ack of formal consent, fraud, mstake, or a simlar

ground. Dorchester Indus. Inc. v. Conmm ssioner, 108 T.C. 320,

335 (1997), affd. wi thout published opinion 208 F.3d 205 (3d Cir

2000); Brewer v. Conm ssioner, T.C Meno. 2005-10. Petitioner

has not argued that any of these or simlar grounds are present
in this case. Furthernore, we are not inclined to all ow
petitioner to w thdraw his concessi ons where doing so wll

prej udi ce respondent by increasing the cost of litigating this
case, particularly because petitioner conceded that respondent’s
determ nation was correct in order to avoid a trial. See Gale v.

Conmi ssioner, T.C Meno. 2002-54.

At this time we decline to inpose sanctions under section
6673(a)(1). However, we warn petitioner that this Court is not

the appropriate forumfor airing his personal grievances, and we
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shal | inmpose a penalty of up to $25,000 under section 6673(a)(1)
if petitioner continues to advance groundl ess argunents or files
additional notions to delay the final outconme of this case and
i ncrease the cost of maintaining these proceedi ngs.
Accordingly, we shall deny petitioner’s notion for
reconsi derati on.

To reflect the foregoing,

An appropriate order wll

be issued.



